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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1 , 3-25, 27-28, 30-34 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Dobler in combination with Adachi or, in the alternative, as 
being unpatentable over Dobler in combination with Adachi and further in view of US 
Patent 4,648,710 to Ban et al., (hereinafter "Ban"). 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dobler 
in view of Adachi et al. as applied above, and further in view of Burkhardt et al. 

Claims 13-16 and 26-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over 

Dobler in view of Adachi et al. and fudher in view of MacGregor et al. 

The disclosure and teachings of. Dobler and all of the secondary references is 
expressly discussed in detail in the previous office action. The reference meets all of 
the limitations of the claimed core layer and one cap layer with the exception of the 
specifically claimed boride IR absorbing additive. The previous office action discussed 
motivation of adding/substituting the IR absorbents of Dobler with the boride additives of 
Adachi. In addition to the discussed obviousness of combining these two references, 
the examiner wishes to point out that the Adachi reference expressly discloses that 
adding the claimed boride IR absorber to a transparent polymeric based composition 
results in certain optical properties such as blocking lights of certain colors or with 
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specific wavelength and improved solar energy reflection. This properties of boride 
additives by itself is enough motivation to add such additive to any transparent polymer 
base composition to achieve the results the boride compounds are characteristic of. 

As far as adding a second cap layer as now claimed in the base claim 1 and 
claim 36 (similar to the A layer of Dobler) on top of the B layer, such addition is viewed 
as mere duplication of parts for the intended purpose, i.e., to increase the UV 
absorbency of the final structure. As well established by the law, duplication of parts (in 
the instant case, addition of exactly the same layer) is not considered inventive, absent 
showing of unexpected results that can be clearly attributed to the addition of such layer 
to the core layer on the side opposite to the side the first layer is added. It is further 
noted that the second cap layer is placed in the structures claimed in the instant 
invention for exactly the same reasons as per disclosure of the instant application. 
Therefore, the claimed structures would have been obvious from the disclosure of 
Dobler as modified by the teachings of Adachi. 

In the alternative, the claimed limitations of the second cap layer would have 
been obvious from the teachings of Dobler, since the Dobler reference expressly 
discloses A-B-C structures with the C layer being a solar reflective film. Solar reflective 
films that comprise electromagnetic radiation absorbing additives are known in the art 
and commercially available on the market. See for example, disclosure of Ban, 
specifically figure 2a, which discloses (as known prior art) reflective films containing 
radiation absorber additive. Applicants should note that the claimed cap layers are not 
either define in structure or properties and, as such, are met by any structure 
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comprising a polymeric base and some components reflecting some minimal 
electromagnetic radiation. 

Therefore, the invention as claimed would have been obvious from the conbined 
teachings of the above cited references. 

Claims 35, 37-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Dobler in view of Adachi. 

The disclosure of both references is expressly discussed in detail in the previous 
office action and in the instant action as set forth above. The difference between the 
newly added claim 35 and claim 1 pending prior to the instant amendment is the 
thickness of the core layer which is recited as "about 0.5 to about 30 mm". This 
limitation is clearly met by the disclosure of Dobler in {0037-40]. The reference 
expressly states that when the layer B, or the layer with the IR absorbing additives, is 
designed as a substrate, its thickness should be about 3-5 mm, thus anticipating the 
claimed limitation. All limitations of dependent claims (with the exception of claim 36) 
are also met by Dobler (in combination with Adachi) as discussed in the previous office 
action and applicable to the previously presented claims 3-21. 

Claims 1 , 3-25, 27-28, 30-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 10'3(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dobler in view of Fujita et al., or in the alternative, over Dobler in 
view of Fujita et al., in combination with Ban. 

Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Dobler 
in view of Fujita et al. as applied above, and further in view of Burkhardt et al. 
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Claims 13-16 and 46-48are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dobler in view of Adachi et al. and further in view of MacGregor et al. 
The rejections stand as per reasons of record. 

The disclosures of Dobler in view of Fujita et al., are discussed in detail in the 
previous office actions. As per discussions set forth above, addition of the second cap 
layer is considered obvious under the duplication of parts areguments. In the 
alternative, the claimed cap layer would have been obvious from the disclosure of ban 
as per discussion above. 



Double Patenting 

Claims 1, 3-28, 30-48 are provisionally rejected under the judicially created 
doctrine of obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-20 
and 24-39 of copending Application No. 1 1/124223. 

The rejection stands as per reasons of record. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 3-14-2006 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. The applicants argue that Dobler eaches interference layer comprising 
at least two layer, while the claimed invention claims a single layer having a single 
refractive index. This is not so. The layer claimed as the second cap layer is Not 
defined as having any structure or characteristics, and, thus, would have been met by 
any layer with any structure as long as it has a polymer (in any amount) and an additive 
(in any amount). The applicants further argue that Dobler does not teach the claimed 
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boride additive. The examiner acknowledged that fact and brought in the teachings of 
Adachi that make incorporation of such additive in the B layer of Dobler obvious. The 
applicants argue that Adachi teaches thermosetting polymers and not the thermoplastic 
polymers as taught by Dobler. While this may be so, the Examiner does not see how it 
is relevant to the modification of Dobler. As discussed above, Adachi reference 
discloses certain optical characteristics light reflection etc.,) that are achieved in 
compositions based on transparent polymers. The additive, i.e., lanthanium boride with 
specific physical characteristics is a non-reactive component which action is based on 
its physical properties. It is expected to act similarly in any transparent substance 
whether thermoplastic or thermosetting or even non-polymeric. Thus, in the absence of 
showing that the effect of non-reactive additive is different in one transparent medium 
versus another, such addition is considered to have been obvious. The applicants 
further argue that the examiner incorrectly interpreted some solubility requirement a for 
IR absorber and thus, the motivation to combine the teachings of Adachi and Dobler are 
logically incorrect. This argument is irrelevant. As discussed above, the properties of 
LaB6 and effect it brings to transparent polymeric films is enough motivation by itself to 
incorporate this component into reflective layer B of Dobler. 

The applicants arguments regarding processability differences of thermoplastic 
and thermosetting materials are not , at best, understood. The differences are 
notoriously known and sre not expected to change by adding a powdery non-reactive 
filler such as LiB6 is to either one of the compositions. Moreover, the applicants 
arguments that thermosetting materials can nor be extruded are incorrect from the 
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engineering point of view. Thermosetting materials (especially those that are cure via 
radiation) are conventionally extruded 9or co-extruded) and subsequent to the extrusion 
cured with radiation. 

The applicants arguments regarding teachings of LeCellophane reference are 
moot in view of this reference is not applied in the rejections set forth above. 

The arguments regarding rejection over Dobler in view of Fujita are similar to the 
arguments presented in the discussion of Dobler reference. The argument regardin C1 
and C2 layers of Dobler are discussed above and still considered to be legally incorrect 
interpretation of the pending claims. 

All other applicants arguments are arguments are directed to the deficiencies of 
the two primary references, i.e„ Dobler and Adachi, and do not provide any additional 
substantive arguments. 

Therefore, all of the pending claims are considered obvious over the combined 
teachings of the respective reference and are rejected as set forth above. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement filed 5-22-2006 fails to comply with 37 CFR 
1 .98(a)(2), which requires a legible copy of each cited foreign patent document; each 
non-patent literature publication or that portion which caused it to be listed; and all other 
information or that portion which caused it to be listed. It has been placed in the 
application file, but the information referred to therein has not been considered. 



Application/Control Number: 10/698,321 
Art Unit: 1711 



Page 8 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Irina S. Zemel whose telephone number is (571 )272- 
0577. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9-5. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Seidleck can be reached on (571)272-1078. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Irina S. Zemel 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1711 
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